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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to communication filed on 09/1 1/2008. 

2. Applicant's amendments to claims 1 - 19 are acknowledged. Consequently, claims 10 - 
19 have been cancelled. Claims 1 - 9 are currently pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

5. Claims 1 - 3, 6 - 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Iyengar et al (U.S. 6,018,627) in view of Kirit Talatik (U.S. 5,873,094). 

♦ As per claim 1 , 

Iyengar discloses a method of updating business control data comprising: 
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"Developing a model of business rules spanning a plurality of applications and building 
said rules into a common database using a common data administration application" 
See Fig. 1 and 7, col. 3, lines 64 - 65, col. 4, lines 27 - 33. In particular: 

o A "common database" corresponds to the "repository 20" that stored business 

information or enterprise modeling, 
o "A common data administration application" corresponds to the application 

that creates the business application such as in Fig. 2-9. 
o "Business rules" corresponds to the "business modeling" (col. 8, lines 45 - 49). 
Business rules are derived from the legacy item which including pre-existed 
applications (col. 3, lines 58 - 63). This includes the meaning of "spanning 
plurality of application". And the repository stores all business rules and 
relationship between them (col. 4, lines 28 - 33). This data corresponds to the 
common data between applications. 
"Entering business control data into said common database using said common data 
administration application" See Fig. 7-9, col. 9, lines 23 -48. "Business control data" 
corresponds to the "business logic data". 

"Disseminating to a plurality of applications, respective portions of said business 
control data according to said business rules" col. 3, lines 1-2, col. 12, lines 35 - 51. 
Iyengar teaches that the components can be deployed in different environments (col. 11, lines 26 
- 29); the deployment process involves verifying that the necessary support software is installed 
at the right level (col. 12, lines 35 - 36); a wizard can be used to deploy the software (col. 12, 
lines 44 - 45); and the packaged components are instrumented for the systems and application 
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management by appropriate deployment hints and management hints (col. 12, lines 49 - 51). 
Clearly, Iyengar implicitly teaches about the instruction of how to deploy an application by using 
hints, wizard, or software code to verify all information/software is installed at a particular 
environment. Further, in the event that the "model having a data structure including a 
dissemination structure, and disseminating the data based on the dissemination structure" is not 
included in Iyengar, Talatik provides an example. 

Talatik teaches an invention that "allow the users to create their own application directly from 
the business model" (col. 23, lines 42 - 45, Talatik). The model consists of plurality of flags (col. 
3, lines 48 - 49) including "an instant propagation type flag indicates how to propagate the 
change of instant" (col. 4, lines 57 - 58 of Talatik). It would have been obvious to one with 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply the teaching of Talatik into 
the invention of Iyengar because both invention were available at the time and the combination 
would allow the user to have a custom application and also guarantee the integrity of the data 
when transferring between applications. 

♦ As per claim 2, 

- "Additional rules different from said business rules . . . entering said business control 
data. . . database" See col. 27, lines 42 - 46 of Talatik. 

♦ As per claims 6-7, 

"Wherein said business control data is entered into said common database using a common 
data administration application" See Fig. 2B - 3, col. 7, lines 29 - 43 of Iyengar. "A common 
data administration application" corresponds to the application window 35. 
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"Wherein said common data administration application is adapted to receive input from 
logged on individuals and from an automated feed from a source system" See Fig. 1 of Iyengar. 
The "legacy integration" corresponds to the source system. 

♦ As per claim 3, 

"Plurality of instances" See col. 5, lines 39 - col. 6, lines 2. 

♦ As per claims 8 - 9, 

"Entering additional rules into said common data administration application" and 
"Wherein said business control data is entered into said common database according to 
said additional rules" See Fig. 4-9 of Iyengar. 

6. Claims 4 - 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Iyengar et al 
(U.S. 6,018,627) in view of Kirit Talatik (U.S. 5,873,094) further in view of Souder et al (U.S. 
5,724,556). 
• As per claims 4-5, 

Iyengar discloses a system for developing business application using the Unified 
Modeling Language (UML). However, Iyengar/Talatik does not clearly disclose wherein said 
plurality of instances run on a corresponding plurality of servers located in corresponding 
geographical locations; wherein said geographical locations are in disparate continents. 

Referring to col. 1, lines 21-45, Iyengar teaches that each rule or business model can be 
applied to a particular environment. Iyengar also teaches that the deployment of component over 
the Internet (col. 11, lines 16 - 46). Clearly, Iyengar implicitly teaches about the uses of plurality 
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of servers located in disparate continents by using the Internet. Therefore, when building the 
business rules, the rules must define the dissemination structure. 

On the other hand, Souder et al (U.S. 5,724,556) discloses a distributed system that 
includes a distributed modeler for defining business models wherein the business model 
comprising business locations and the business functions that occur at each business location 

(See col. 11, lines 40 - 60, Souder). Souder discloses in Fig. 23 that each location only contains 
specified modules. The table in Fig. 23 corresponds to the structure in the instance application. 
The plurality of instance corresponds to the plurality of location in the table. Each instance can 
be located in different sites (col. 1, lines 29 -42, Souder). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to apply the teaching of Souder into the invention of Iyengar/Talatik because the 
combination would provide more control in accessing data in different nodes or locations (col. 4, 
lines 13-32, Souder). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 09/1 1/2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

♦Applicant argues that the combined of Iyengar and Talatik does not disclose "disseminating 
respective portions of business control data to a plurality of applications. The Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. 

First, Iyengar teaches that the components can be deployed in different environments 
(col. 11, lines 26 - 29); the deployment process involves verifying that the necessary support 
software is installed at the right level (col. 12, lines 35 - 36); a wizard can be used to deploy the 
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software (col. 12, lines 44 - 45); and the packaged components are instrumented for the systems 
and application management by appropriate deployment hints and management hints (col. 12, 
lines 49 - 51). Clearly, Iyengar implicitly teaches about the instructions/information of how to 
deploy an application by using hints, wizard, or software code to verify all information/software 
is installed at a particular environment. Certain environment has certain components or software. 

Second, in the event that the "model having a data structure including a dissemination 
structure, and disseminating the data based on the dissemination structure" is not included in 
Iyengar, Talatik provides an example. 

Talatik teaches an invention that "allow the users to create their own application directly from 
the business model" (col. 23, lines 42 -45, Talatik). The model consists of plurality of flags (col. 
3, lines 48 - 49) including "an instant propagation type flag indicates how to propagate the 
change of instant" (col. 4, lines 57 - 58 of Talatik). The phrase "how to propagate the change of 
instant" in this case, combined with Iyengar invention, would provide the user with the option of 
disseminating respective portions of business control (components/software) to a plurality of 
application as claimed in the claim invention. 

Conclusion 

8 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CAM-LINH NGUYEN whose telephone number is (571) 272 - 
4024. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Apu Mofiz can be reached on (57 1 ) 272 - 4080. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 - 273 - 8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/CamLinh Nguyen/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2161 



